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Marcos, ATTAC and J osé Bove. 


Meeting of the Zapatista National Liberation Army 
(ZNLA), ATTAC and the Farmers' Federation 


Saturday, March 11, 2001, Xochimilco, Mexico, 
last stage in the Zapatista National Liberation 
Army's (ZNLA) march before a triumphal arrival in 
Mexico City the next day, Zapatista leader, 
Subcommander Marcos, surrounded by 23 men 
and women of the rebel ZNLA, met with a French 
delegation composed of José Bové, spokesperson 
for the Farmers' Federation, Bernard Cassen, 
President of ATTAC and Danielle Mitterrand, 
President of the French Freedom Foundation. The 
purpose of the meeting had been decided upon in 
Chiapas in a recent discussion between Marcos 
and Ignacio Ramonet, Director of Le Monde 
diplomatique and Honorary President of ATTAC. 


Subcommander Marcos stated that, once the 
Mexican government fully fulfills the contractural 
obligations it made in the 1996 San Andrés 
agreements and, in particular, sends the Indian 
Bill of Rights and Culture to Congress, it was his 
intention to create a political organization in 
Mexico in which everyone will be able to act 
openly and, unlike political parties, will oppose the 
devastating effects of neo-liberalism and 
globalization. The Subcommander stated that this 
organization, even if it does not bear ATTACs 
name, will act in consort with ATTACs international 
network as it presently exists in Europe, Africa, 
America and everywhere citizens' movements 
exist to oppose globalization. 


Marcos reaffirmed his total support for the 
initiatives undertaken by the World Social Forum 
(WSF) in Porto Alegre and his intention, in 
particular, to take an active role, aS soon as 
circumstances permit, by visiting Porto Alegre - a 
name which has come to symbolize resistance to 
globalization. For the immediate future, Marcos 
and the French delegates proposed to organize a 
first international meeting in Mexico City on April 
14 and 15 prior to the second WSF to take place 
in Porto Alegre. Captioned, "Porto Alegre Contra 
ALCA (FTAA)," the meeting will bring together the 
speakers and participants who came from every 
corner of the globe to the first WSF and the 
intellectuals and representatives of the Mexican 
citizens' movement. It is scheduled to take place 
one week prior to the Summit of the Americas in 
Quebec City and one week after’ the 
demonstrations that are expected in Buenos Aires 
when the Ministers of Finance from the countries 
negotiating the "ALCA" will meet. 


José Bové, speaking on behalf of Via Campesina, 
then proposed that a seminar be held, as a second 
phase, in Mexico, in around August, in preparation 
for the the World Social Forum 2002 in Porto 
Alegre on the topic of peasant farming This 
seminar will take place immediately after the 
Latin-American Congress of Via Campesina. 
Organizations representing farmers from other 
continents will be invited to attend with their 
Latin-American counterparts. Together, they will 
draw up an inventory of cultivated lands in the 
world and work out precise proposals which will be 
presented at the WSF. 
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Subcommander Marcos announced his intention, 
furthermore, to participate in the initiatives to be 
taken by ATTAC, Via Campesina and other 
citizens’ organizations in the world as a whole to 
scuttle the plans for increased "liberalization" of 
international trade. Such plans are on the agenda 
of the next ministerial conference of the WTO 
scheduled to take place in Qatar in November 
2001. 


Bernard Cassen proposed that Marcos and other 
members of the ZNLA form a delegation which will 
be invited to France and other European countries 
by ATTAC, the Farmers' Federation, the French 
Freedom Foundation and Le Monde diplomatique. 
Marcos accepted this invitation in the hopes that 
the situation in Mexico will evolve and permit him 
to quickly honour his commitment. 


Mexico City, March 11, 2001 

José Bové, Farmers' Federation 

Bernard Cassen, ATTAC 

Translation: Patricia Lansdown, volunteer 
translator & Sophie Devin coorditrad@attac.org 





You can find photos of the meeting along with this 
documents at the following: 
http: //attac. org/fra/asso/doc/doc5len.htm 





17 April: International Day of Action 


International farmers movement operative 
secretariat: Apdo Postal 3628 Tegucigalpa, MDC 
Honduras, C.A. Tel & fax : + 504 220 1218 E- 
mail: viacam@gbm.hn 





Press Release 1-3-2001 


Call for action for the 17th of April: the 
International Day of Farmers' Struggle 


Via Campesina will mobilise on the 17th of April 
for an International Day of Protest. We will protest 
against the importation of agricultural products at 
low prices that destroy local food production and 
against GMO’s and patents. 


Via Campesina invites other sectors to participate 
in this day of protest against neo-liberal policies 
and in favour of an alternative project, a dignified 
life for everybody. 


No to low price imports 
We call for protest against the policy of forcing 


open markets for imports at low prices that 
destroy food production and increase misery and 
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hunger in the rural areas. We call for a protest 
against a policy that converts farmers, men and 
women, into inhabitants of slums, displaced 
persons in their own country or illegal workers in 
intensive industrial production. 


We denounce the World Trade Organisation (WTO) 
as a profoundly anti-democratic instrument that 
imposes a policy of "liberalising” markets. The 
“free” trade agreements and the WTO are 
orientating domestic production towards intensive 
production for export, forcing millions of farmers 
and indigenous people towards total bankruptcy. 


Yes to food sovereignty 


Via Campesina is fighting for food sovereignty as a 
first principle in the formulation of agricultural 
policies, which have to secure: a farmer based, 
diversified production of healthy products, at 
prices that remunerate farmers' work, the 
reactivation of the policies of land reform, 
regulated markets in order to avoid surpluses and 
a stop to the industrialisation of agricultural 
production. 


Via Campesina demands that subsidies and other 
forms of support to exports be abolished, as well 
as the obligation to accept imports at the level of 
5% of internal consumption. Every country should 
have and apply the full right to protect its food 
production against imports. 


Via Campesina demands the exclusion of the WTO 
from all areas related to the production and 
marketing of food. 


No to GMO’s and to patents 


We denounce GMO’s in agriculture because they 
are harmful to farmers, consumers and the 
environment. We protest against patents and 
“dead” seeds that produce plants whose seeds are 
sterile, forcing farmers to buy new seeds every 
year. This makes farmers completely dependent 
on transnational companies and ends up excluding 
us from production. The genetic wealth and 
diversity developed by farmers themselves cannot 
become the private property of a handful of 
transnational companies. 


Yes to farmer seeds 


The rights of farmers to seeds are rooted in a long 
tradition and exist since people created agriculture 
to meet their basic needs. We were always vigilant 
with the conservation of what we created from 
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biodiversity and we are dedicated to the 
permanent regeneration of these resources and to 
their constant improvement. We are the ones that 
protected the genetic resources in agriculture. We 
are the ones who have done the work and the 
knowledge of generations of farmers has created 
this biological wealth. Therefore we demand the 
recognition of our rights as farmers. 


Patents on life have to be abolished and different 
juridical frameworks have to be developed that 
respect the collective character of these rights and 
that respect the free access to genetic resources. 
“Dead” seeds and similar technologies that impede 
that farmer to reproduce his or her own seeds 
have to be forbidden. 


In Porto Alegre, during the World Social Forum, 
we felt that an alternative project to the neo 
liberal policies is possible. With many _ other 
sectors we have engaged ourselves in Porto Alegre 
in the construction of this alternative and the 
struggles to realise it. The 17th of April was 
defined as one of the events at the international 
level to articulate this struggle. 


For this reason we invite you all to participate in 
this day of action in order to strengthen our 
common project, to go ahead with our alternative 
in favour of the people and against the neo-liberal 
policies. 


Only together can we move forward! 


We call for actions 

-against imports at the border, 

-against GMO crops, 

-against transnationals that impose patents, GMOs 
and imports at low prices on us, 

-against governments of exporting countries that 
push forward policies of dumping. 


Let’s globalise the struggle, let’s globalise hope! 


Tegucigalpa, 1-3-2001, Honduras, C.A. 

RAFAEL ALEGRIA MONCADA 

The 17th of April is the celebration of the 
International Day of farmers struggle, established 
because of the massacre of 19 farmers of the 
Landless Movement (MST) in Brazil on the 17th of 
April 1996 during the second conference of Via 
Campesina in Tlaxcala Mexico. 


For more information on the 17th of April and the 
positions of Via Campesina please contact the 
members of the International Co-ordinating 
Committee of Via Campesina in your region: 


page 3(3) 


South America MST-Brasil - Tel/fax: 
++55.11.3361.3866 Email: sri@mst.org.br 
ANAMURI-Chile - Tel/fax : ++56-6973217 Email : 
anamur@ia.cl 


Europe - CPE Tel: ++32.2.217 3112 Fax: 
++32.2.218 4509 Email: coe@cpefarmers.org 





Caribbean - ANAP-Cuba Tel : ++53-7-324717 Fax 
: ++53-7-333044 Email : amigo@anap.org.cu - 
WINFA (Islas Barlovento) Tel: ++1-784- 456 2704 
Fax: ++1-784-456 1383 winfa@caribsurf.com 








North-Southeast Asia FSPI (Henry Saragih) - Tel 
no: Phone: ++62 - 61 - 7864286 Fax No: ++ 
62 - 61 - 7862073 Email : petani@indosat.net.id 





North America UNORCA -MexicoTel/Fax: ++52- 
57-4150 65 fo) ++52-57-40 04 86 
unorcared@laneta.apc.org Juan de Dios Arias, n 
48Col. Vista Alegre Delegacién Cuauhtehoc, 
México D.F. D NFU Canada Tel ++1-306- 
6529465 Fax : ++1-306-664 6226 Email : 
farmers@eagle.wbm.ca 








South Asia KRRS Tel/fax: ++91.80.330.2171 
Email: swamy.krrs@vsnl.com Tel: +918352 60662 
Email : krupa_krrs@yahoo.com 








Central America ASOCODE-Centro America, 
Secretaria operativa de la Via Campesina Tel/fax: 
+4+504. 235.99.15 Tel/fax: ++504. 232.21.98 
E-mail: viacam@gbm BAPO-Belize Tel/Fax: (501) 
923672 Email: bapo@btl.net 


Web site of Via Campesina 

http: //www.sdnhon.org.hn/miembros/ via 
http://www. viacampesina.org 

(both give access to the same site) 








Paving the Planet: Cars and Crops 
Competing for Land 


By Lester R. Brown 


As the new century begins, the competition 
between cars and crops’ for cropland is 
intensifying. Until now, the paving over of 
cropland has occurred largely in_ industrial 
countries, home to four fifths of the world's 520 
million automobiles. But now, more and more 
farmland is being § sacrificed in developing 
countries with hungry populations, calling into 
question the future role of the car. 
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Millions of hectares of cropland in the industrial 
world have been paved over for roads and parking 
lots. Each U.S. car, for example, requires on 
average 0.07 hectares (0.18 acres) of paved land 
for roads and parking space. For every five cars 
added to the U.S. fleet, an area the size of a 
football field is covered with asphalt. 


More often than not, cropland is paved simply 
because the flat, well-drained soils that are well 
suited for farming are also ideal for building roads. 
Once paved, land is not easily reclaimed. As 
environmentalist Rupert Cutler once noted, 
"Asphalt is the land's last crop." 


The United States, with its 214 million motor 
vehicles, has paved 6.3 million kilometers (3.9 
million miles) of roads, enough to circle the Earth 
at the equator 157 times. In addition to roads, 
cars require parking space. Imagine a parking lot 
for 214 million cars and trucks. If that is too 
difficult, try visualizing a parking lot for 1,000 cars 
and then imagine what 214,000 of these would 
look like. 


However we visualize it, the U.S. area devoted to 
roads and parking lots covers an estimated 16 
million hectares (61,000 square miles), an 
expanse approaching the size of the 21 million 
hectares that U.S. farmers planted in wheat last 
year. But this paving of land in industrial countries 
is slowing as countries approach automobile 
saturation. In the United States, there are three 
vehicles for every four people. In Western Europe 
and Japan, there is typically one for every two 
people. 


In developing countries, however, where 
automobile fleets are still small and where 
cropland is in short supply, the paving is just 
getting underway. More and more of the 11 
million cars added annually to the world's vehicle 
fleet of 520 million are found in the developing 
world. This means that the war between cars and 
crops is being waged over wheat fields and rice 
paddies in countries where hunger is common. 
The outcome of this conflict in China and India, 
two countries that together contain 38 percent of 
the world's people, will affect food security 
everywhere. 


Car-centered industrial societies that are densely 
populated, such as Germany, the United Kingdom, 
and Japan, have paved an average of 0.02 
hectares per vehicle. And they have lost some of 
their most productive cropland in the process. 
Similarly, China and India also face acute pressure 
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on their cropland base from_ industrialization. 
Although China covers roughly the same area as 
the United States, its 1.3 billion people are 
concentrated in just one third of the country--a 
thousand-mile strip on the eastern and southern 
coast where the cropland is located. 


If China were one day to achieve the Japanese 
automobile ownership rate of one car for every 
two people, it would have a fleet of 640 million, 
compared with only 13 million today. While the 
idea of such an enormous fleet may seem 
farfetched, we need only remind ourselves that 
China has already overtaken the United States in 
steel production, fertilizer use, and red meat 
production. It is a huge economy and, since 1980, 
also the world's fastest growing economy. 


Assuming 0.02 hectares of paved land per vehicle 
in China, as in Europe and Japan, a fleet of 640 
million cars would require paving nearly 13 million 
hectares of land, most of which would likely be 
cropland. This figure is over one half of China's 23 
million hectares of rice land, part of which it 
double crops to produce 135 million tons of rice, 
the principal food staple. When farmers in 
southern China lose a hectare of double-cropped 
riceland to the automobile, their rice production 
takes a double hit. Even one car for every four 
people, half the Japanese ownership rate, would 
consume a substantial area of cropland. 


The situation in India is similar. While India is 
geographically only a third the size of China, it too 
has more than 1 billion people, and it now has 8 
million motor vehicles. Its fast-growing villages 
and cities are already encroaching on its cropland. 
Add to this the land paved for the automobile, and 
India, too, will be facing a heavy loss of cropland. 
A country projected to add 515 million more 
people by 2050 cannot afford to cover valuable 
cropland with asphalt for roads and parking lots. 


There is not enough land in China, India, and 
other densely populated countries like Indonesia, 
Bangladesh, Pakistan, Iran, Egypt, and Mexico to 
support automobile- centered transportation 
systems and to feed their people. The competition 
between cars and crops for land is becoming a 
competition between the rich and the poor, 
between those who can afford automobiles and 
those who struggle to buy enough food. 


Governments that subsidize an automobile 
infrastructure with revenues collected from the 
entire population are, in effect, collecting money 
from the poor to support the cars of the wealthy. 
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In subsidizing the development of an auto- 
centered transport system, governments are also 
inevitably subsidizing the paving of cropland. If, as 
now seems likely, automobile ownership never 
goes beyond the affluent minority in developing 
countries, this becomes an ongoing and largely 
invisible transfer of income from the poor to the 
rich. 


In a land-hungry world, the time has come to 
reassess the future of the automobile, to design 
transportation systems that provide mobility for 
entire populations, not just affluent minorities, 
and that do this without threatening food security. 
When Beijing announced in 1994 that it planned to 
make the auto industry one of the growth sectors 
for the next few decades, a group of eminent 
scientists-- many of them members of the National 
Academy of Sciences--produced a white paper 
challenging this decision. They identified several 
reasons why China should not develop a car- 
centered transport system, but the first was that 
the country did not have enough cropland both to 
feed its people and to provide land for the 
automobile. 


The team of scientists recommended that instead 
of building an automobile infrastructure of roads 
and parking lots, China should concentrate on 
developing state-of-the-art light rail systems 
augmented by buses and bicycles. This would not 
only provide mobility for far more people than a 
congested auto-centered system, but it would also 
protect cropland. 


There are many reasons to question the goal of 
building automobile- centered transportation 
systems everywhere, including climate change, air 
pollution, and traffic congestion. But the loss of 
cropland alone is sufficient. Nearly all of the 3 
billion people to be added to the current world 
population of 6 billion by mid-century will be born 
in developing countries where there is not enough 
land to feed everyone and to accommodate the 
automobile. Future food security now depends on 
restructuring transportation budgets--investing 
less in highway infrastructure and more in rail and 
bicycle infrastructure. 


For data and additional information: 
www. worldwatch.org/alerts/indexia. html 





Copyright: 2001 Worldwatch Institute 


Trade Blabla 
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Transcript of press conference by EU Trade 
Commissioner Pascal Lamy and USTR Robert 
Zoellick, Washington, March 9, 2001 


LAMY: As a host, let me first welcome Bob Zoellick 
here and thank him for coming. | know he doesn't 
do that very often and | take it as a sign of our 
collaboration, and I'll leave him the opening of this 
press briefing. 


ZOELLICK: Thank you Pascal. Indeed, as our press 
core knows | haven't even given them a press 
briefing yet, so it's only appropriate that it's on 
foreign territory. | just wanted to give you a 
couple of thoughts about how | tried to approach 
the meeting and give you a little sense of what we 
tried to discuss. 


| really do believe as the two biggest actors in the 
global economy that the United States and the 
European Union can promote not only economic 
openness but freedom and values around the 
world. 


>From my own experience in the private sector 
over the past eight years, | certainly saw what 
was occurring in terms of a private sector-led 
development of a transatlantic marketplace 
through investment, and mergers and 
acquisitions, in addition to trade. Indeed, | was 
struck when | looked at the numbers that today 
the trade between the United States and Western 
Europe is twice as big as it was when | left this 
about ten years ago, and obviously that's been 
complemented by investment and other issues as 
well. Given this deeper economic integration and 
the fact that our countries are allied in a security 
context, as least most of them, | think one of the 
points that Pascal and | both started with was to 
try and focus on areas of common interest. We 
talked about the importance of launching a new 
round of trade talks in the WTO, and some things 
we might be able to do to enhance the prospects 
of that; try to help developing countries 
appreciate the benefits of tradeand | mentioned to 
Pascal that | thought the work that he was doing 
in past months around the world in trying to draw 
developing countries to see the benefits of this 
system would be to our mutual benefit; trying to 
frame the rules of the economic system; another 
one that certainly got a lot of attention is the 
interests in trying to deal with access to medicines 
in particularly in the context of HIV and aids; and 
also our ongoing work in dealing with the Chinese 
accession to the WTO. 
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We also spoke about how trade liberalization could 
be an important catalyst for political and economic 
form. | spoke a little bit about the legislative 
agenda that | saw that we will try to be 
proceeding with including one | thought was of 
particular interest given recent transatlantic 
history and that is some liberalization of trade, 
some preferential access for the Balkans to try to 
support the process of democratization there. | 
hope that what we'll be able to do in most of our 
timeand we certainly did that todaywas to try to 
emphasize the elements that unite us rather than 
divide us, and in particular as | mentioned in the 
developing world context, | complemented the 
effort that | knew Pascal took on everything but 
the arms issue, which | think is an important step. 


While as all of you know, Pascal and | have 
worked together before and | believe have a 
strong mutual respect. We also recognize that we 
face some very tough issues, not surprisingly 
today and the time we had was not one where we 
were going to be cutting deals, but | also think we 
have a strong sense to try to do the best we can 
to resolve some of these problems. Some of them 
have been around for quite a while so they are not 
going to be easy to deal with, but to try to see if 
we can try to over time not only solve these but 
try to anticipate other problems or opportunities 
down the road and try to address some urgent 
issues. In that context, as you know, President 
Bush announced recently that he was going to be 
attending the US-EU summit in Goteborg in 
Sweden, and so we talked about some things that 
we might be able to start with in some of our own 
internal staff work to prepare for that summit 
meeting. 


LAMY: Thanks Bob. I've been here for nearly two 
days now and obviously this morning's meeting 
was the cornerstone of my contact rebuilding with 
the Washington trade constituency and | have no 
doubt Bob is the pilot of this. | spent my time 
yesterday in Congress on the Hill, because | also 
know that it is a very important part of his 
authorizing environment as the Council of 
Ministers and the European Parliament are on my 
side. And I'll be meeting a few other officials and 
ministers this afternoon. | have nothing to 
contradict what Bob just said to which | agree. | 
think as he rightly said the main point of our 
meeting today was not to cut deals here and 
there, but to have a broad look at our relationship 
and the way we are going to manage it on both of 
our sides given the fact that we have authorizing 
environments to which we have to report. On the 
multilateral side, | think we agreed on strong 
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support for the WTO Round and of the importance 
of the US Trade Promotion Authority process in 
this respect, and | have informed Bob of the sort 
of message I've been passing yesterday in 
Congress which is that we now need a clear signal 
of US involvement in the multilateral trading 
system and that this trade promotion authority is 
clearly the right road to proceed now. This does 
not mean that we don't have to pursue regional or 
bilateral trade relationships. We are both doing it 
and we just need both of us our trade policy to 
walk on two legs, the multilateral one and the 
bilateral regional one. On the issues in which you 
are most interested, which is the disputes part, it's 
not the main part, which we all know. In 
percentages, it's a very small percentage of the 
extremely important trade investment and 
economic relationship which we have, but it is 
there and we've obviously started with the most 
urgent one which is bananas. 


On this as you know we have in the EU agreed to 
a new system for the transition between now and 
the 2006 tariff only system, which we have no 
doubt is WTO compliant, the interim system we've 
tried to make WTO compliant. We believe that 
first-come, first-serve is WTO compliant. There 
clearly is a different view on the US side and 
we've agreed and | did this after the conversations 
| had with my colleague [EU Commissioner for 
Agriculture] Fischler last week in Brussels that we 
would take some more time in order to look at 
how can we solve this dispute before we 
definitively lock the EU system into the new 
system, which is the first-come, first-serve. So, 
we have some time ahead, not much, but some 
time ahead of us and we'll work hard in trying to 
find a solution to that, either in adjusting the first- 
come, first-serve system or in looking at whether 
country quota system, although | have reticence 
in principle for that, but we must be ready to look 
at things which we don't like on each side, on 
bananas. 


As Bob said, we've also spent quite a lot of time in 
looking outside the box on a number of issues 
which are problems of this planet, whether it is 
these developing countries; the contribution of the 
trade system to developing countries; access to 
medicines, the problems of China, Russia, Saudi 
Arabia, other countries joining the WTO, what's 
our view on that and how can we both contribute 
to the positive side of this process. | think we've 
really succeeded at least in this first conversation 
to take the broad view which | believe is what we 
should do if we want the sort of big leverage we 
have given our importance on the trade scene to 
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the solution of a number of issues. We have to 
take the broad view, and we have to have both a 
positive agenda on what we can do together and 
the more we have a positive agenda, | feel the 
easier it will be to deal with the inevitable frictions 
and disputes that we have and that's the spirit in 
which we've been working. So much _ for 
introductory remarks and we're now going to 
switch to questions. 


Q&A 


Q: Maybe the question is for Mr. Zoellick, the final 
arrival of the euro at the beginning of next year, 
will it have any effect on trade and the American 
economy? 


ZOELLICK: | have long believed that the euro was 
an important economic and political development 
and | actually believed its greatest important 
would be in terms of its effect on the 
transformation of the corporate structure in 
Europe because | believe it's created a basis for 
price comparisons not only for consumers but for 
corporations doing benchmarking and so along 
with some other trends in asset management, | 
believe it has contributed to a very healthy 
restructuring of European corporations which by 
the way has also contributed to a stronger interest 
in their position to themselves both 
transatlantically and globally as world competitors, 
and to go back to my opening remarks. | recall 
when | last looked at this | think it was 1999 data 
the mergers and acquisitions by European 
companies in the United States were roughly $250 
billion in 1999, the reverse was about $97 billion. 
And it's a good example of the transatlantic 
integration that is really being driven by the 
private sector. The second point is that one could 
talk about currencies, but as a trade official I'm 
not permitted to do so. 


Q: As you well mention you are both operating in 
authorizing environments, and in this particular 
case it's the US Congress and it's not entirely clear 
how fast the US Congress will be able to act on 
negotiating authority if at all this year. What 
would you like to see, there's a lot of talk in 
Washington about sending the right signal to our 
trading partners as the representative of the 
largest trading partner, what sorts of signals do 
you believe would foster ation on the multilateral 
agenda and in what timeframe? 


LAMY: | think the impression | got yesterday on 
the Hill was that much of this was still in the 
cooking, and that's precisely why | went there, 
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because a number of chefs are cooking it and it's 
a just a good moment to sort of look over their 
shoulders and if necessary, | mean add some sort 
of pepper to the sauce. And I've been there with 
this simple message that | understand a number 
of concerns exist in Congress about which things 
should be addressed in the Trade Promotion 
Authority, and that we on our side share a number 
of these concerns. So, | don't think there is any 
divergence here and my whole point yesterday 
was to try and synergize our own building up 
efforts to the Round with the US Administration 
efforts to build up for the Trade Promotion 
Authority. If there are questions of substance 
which at some stage come and we of course think 
on our side a lot about for instance trade and 
environment, we are ready to contribute and to 
make this a positive rather than a negative. 


As you probably know, the EU position on trade 
and environment is rather clear, it's been profiled 
for some time, social issues and notably core labor 
standards have to figure in the process of 
preparation of this Round, the environmental 
questions and the problem of compatibility 
between trade rules and environment-protecting 
rules, are an important part of our position, my 
feeling is that these questions will play some roles 
here and if we can be helpful we'll do it. 


ZOELLICK: | think I'll take the courageous step of 
quoting the President's preference that the Trade 
Promotion Authority be done quickly. | will add 
this is that | have spent a lot of time on the Hill 
over the past few weeks with Republicans and 
Democrats, and I'm pleased with the degree of 
interest I've discovered on this and I'm also 
pleased in particular that a number of the 
Democrats who | spoke to on the Ways and Means 
Committee both before and _ afterwards 
emphasized how they hoped we could make this a 
bi-partisan effort in some ways they were teasing 
about the context of taxes, but | know that given 
their record in the past, that | take that as a 
sincere offer, and | have said in testimony | am of 
an open mind in terms of | know the variety of 
issues and ideas that are being discussed and | 
think that we will look forward to trying to address 
some of those to get the broadest possible 
support to move the Trade Promotion Authority. | 
will just add one other thought an that is that 
each country, as Pascal has said, has their own 
authorizing environment, and Pascal has been 
very helpful on this in emphasizing as you know 
that in the past many of the global negotiations 
started before the United States had_ this 
authority. We're trying to press it early because 
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it's a priority of the President an we believe that it 
will enable us to use his first term most effectively 
on the trade agenda. There are other countries 
that are going to have to be able to make difficult 
decisions. | know that in my past experience of 
this with the Uruguay Round, there were a few 
difficult issues on the European side on 
agriculture, and that will move at its own course, 
And there are some in Japan as well. So, each 
country and political system has to face this 
question as Pascal said of authorizing 
environment. I'm hopeful that we can do this not 
only to get our authority to move forward, but as 
Pascal and | discussed, use this to give some 
impetus to the global talks with the WTO. 


Q: My first question would be for Commissioner 
Lamy, and the second for Mr. Zoellick, is about 
bananas. What timeframe are we talking about 
now? Do you foresee a system implementing a 
system after 2001, and my question for Mr. 
Zoellick is what's the reaction to that proposal? 


LAMY: | used the words we agreed on our side to 
give to both of us some more time, some more 
time is not a lot more time, but it is some more 
time. And, it's a difficult thing for us, given that 
we have now this mandated legislation, and that 
this mandated legislation needs in order to be 
operational a lot of back office regulations notably 
for the customs system to operate. So we don't 
have a lot of time, we don't have many weeks 
ahead of us, but | think the decision which we've 
taken in Brussels before this meeting that if there 
is a chance to solve this problem to get rid of the 
sanctions and to move to a system which is WTO 
compliant, we must run it. There are some risks 
on both sides. | run some risks in doing this. Bob 
will probably run some risks in entering into a 
negotiation of this kind but we both believe we 
need to run these risks and to take this chance 
which we agreed with [Commissioner] Fischler we 
should take. So, we don't have a lot of time, we 
have some time. 


ZOELLICK: As probably all of you know in 
excruciating detail, this problem has been around 
for about eight or nine years. I've been in office 
for four or five weeks and | told Pascal early on 
that | thought we should do our best to try to 
resolve this issue. | don't know whether we can do 
it. | certainly wouldn't put words in Pascal's mouth 
on this, but | both think we're committed to try to 
resolve it and in that context | am pleased that he 
has agreed that, and pleased to try to move with 
this expeditiously to see if we can address this 
problem, and it's one that is obviously extremely 
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important in terms of not only the industries 
involved, but in some confidence in the WTO 
system, so we'll do our best. 


Q: First a question to both of you maybe. Did you 
discuss the steel industry? And then specifically to 
Mr. Zoellick. In a hearing earlier this week on the 
Hill you said that the steel industry might receive 
some further’ protection from _ international 
competition for a limited amount of time, but 
would be forced to restructure. So could you 
elaborate a bit how this restructuring might look 
like, and how you are really going to make sure 
that the American steel industry is actually 
restructuring. If you look at the American steel 
industry nowadays compared to the European 
steel industry, there hasn't been much 
consolidation. 


ZOELLICK: If you attended the hearing you would 
have also heard some members of Congress who 
would have differed with you on _ that final 
statement, so! will let you discuss that with them, 
but | certainly think that it's fair to say that there 
has been a considerable shrinking and adjustment 
in US steel industry already, and if you simply look 
at the employment figures you see that. Yes, we 
did discuss steel, and it reflects some of the 
nature of the dialogue that | think we both want to 
create. | thought it was important to outline with 
Pascal some of our early thinking on a number of 
these topics, and | mentioned that | had seen the 
articles recently about some of the private sector 
restructuring taking place in the European context 
in dealing with some of the capacity issues and | 
thought that was a healthy sign, and in the US 
context, what | am looking at with Secretaries 
O'Neill and Evans is the context of a 201 
investigation, which as you probably know is a 
form of temporary protection while industries 
restructure. As to the nature of that restructuring 
what | emphasized in that hearing and what | 
have mentioned to steel business leaders as well 
as steel union leaders is that we need to get their 
strong suggestions and commitments about 
restructuring and then separately we have a 
process going on within the Executive branch to 
examine some of the business issues related to 
this. They clearly relate to global markets, and 
one of the reasons that | was pleased to raise this 
with Pascal, was | think that it's also beneficial for 
us to get more information and share information 
about what's happened in the United States and 
Europe. | hope frankly we can get that with other 
regions as well, as I'll let Pascal comment on what 
he believes on that. 
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LAMY: On this, steel clearly is a spot on my radar 
screen which is getting bigger and bigger and | 
served in the Navy and on your radar screen and 
when a Spot is getting bigger and bigger and it's 
on the collision course you'd better watch it. And 
that's what we tried to do. It clearly is a looming 
big problem, which if we don't handle it carefully 
will connect with the already sort of not 100 
percent clear track record on the use of trade 
defense in WTO, and we all know what the 
situation is, and so it's a potentially very difficult 
issue. What we agreed to do is look at the 
substance before rushing into protection and the 
inevitable sort of consultation litigation 
consequences of that. We have to look at the 
substance. | discussed this on the Hill yesterday. 


There is a view on the Hill and not THE view, but A 
view, that the US steel industry is extremely 
competitive, and that the problems of_ its 
profitability and its low equity capitalization has to 
do with the nasty rest of the world, and | think 
you exist and we have to take into account. Now 
we in Europe, there is a view in Europe, and I'm 
not saying it's THE view, but there is A view 
widely shared that we have done a lot of 
restructuring on the European side, not the least 
with the recent concentrations and restructuring 
and more to come, as you probably a number of 
them have been announced recently, and we've 
sort of done the job of cleaning our house and 
that if the others don't do it, then it's we shouldn't 
be bearing the blame for that. Now, I'm just 
describing rapidly these two things. I'm not taking 
any of these views on my own. | don't think Bob 
would either, but what we can do together is look 
at the substance; connect the figures; connect 
industry operators on both sides so that they can 
discuss that; and liaise with our political 
constituencies so that the case itself is looked at 
carefully. We believe that if we do that we will 
contribute to sort of airing this problem and 
making it a bit more transparent, notably so that 
people like you will be able to have your own 
judgment on what the reality of the situation is. 


Q: Question for both gentlemen on the prospects 
for a new Round. UK Trade Minister Mr. Caborn 
this week said this week that he thinks the outline 
of a new agenda should be in place in time for the 
US-EU summit in late June. Is that a realistic 
timetable? And if so, what kinds of steps will you 
be taking to meet that sort of timetable? 


ZOELLICK: Since he's an EU minister and that | 
know the competency rests with the Commission, 
| will of course defer to Pascal to answer this first. 
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LAMY: | have no problem with Caborn's idea that 
we should be there as soon as possible. | probably 
would be a bit less committal than he has been or 
is reported as having been on the idea that the 
Goteborg EU-US summit would agree on the 
agenda for the Round. And if he said that, which 
I'm not sure he did, | wouldn't anyhow take this 
onboard because as you know | frankly do not 
believe that the agenda of the Round rests in the 
hands of an EU-US summit, and even if it was the 
case that we agreed by Goteborg on each and 
every part of this trade agenda, my advice would 
be not to put it this way because that's not the 
way you will convince developing countries that 
they now have a stake in the system which allows 
them to be onboard. So, that's for the procedure, 
and | don't think the procedure is the most 
important. The most important is substance, 
which are the items on the agenda, which we have 
to address with the US in order to narrow 
potential or possible differences which may or not 
and we've got to review this point by point still be 
there and we've started to do this morning. We've 
looked at all the headlines of the agenda and 
we've agreed that our people would together work 
on this and what the situation I'm trying to create 
is a situation where there is enough understanding 
between the European Union and a number of 
developing countries that this can now move 
forward, and there is enough understanding 
between the EU and the US that the system can 
now move forward, and I've come to the 
conclusion that this is the best way to proceed. It 
has more to do with substance than with process, 
and | think given the sort of strong presidential 
interest in the new Round, which was expressed 
on this side, we now have to go back to work and 
if we're ready by June, if we're ready before J une 
great, if we're ready after June, Qatar is in 
November. 


ZOELLICK: I'll Just add to this as you may know 
Mike Moore was in town not long ago shortly after 
| was confirmed and | had a chance to talk with 
him about his ideas that | know that Pascal has as 
well. | think we all share an interest of trying to 
get as far as we can with the built-in agenda 
focusing on services and agriculture that was left 
from the Uruguay Round. | think there's been 
some useful work there that we want to try to 
continue. | think both of us generally agree that 
on top of that we should take advantage of 
various informal channels to try to see what we 
can add to that and move forward in other areas. 
| mentioned to Pascal that as | review the US 
positions | am sincerely interested in looking at 
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the full range of ideas the EU has to see whether 
we have areas where we can cooperate or at least 
accommodate or in some way adjust, and in the 
process then I'll obviously be discussing with my 
other cabinet colleagues and various groups of 
interest in the Congress. But this is an opportunity 
for a new administration to take a fresh look at 
some of these issues and see where we can move 
ahead. As | mentioned in my opening remarks | 
really applaud Pascal's efforts to look at the 
developing countries to bring them around, in part 
because they'll be the greatest losers if this 
doesn't go forward. In effect the EU and the US 
will be able to take care of ourselves and we'll 
move ahead with various trade agreements, so 
whether it's questions of capacity for the 
developing countries, whether it's particularly 
sensitive topics, | think this can be a win-win 
effort for them, and obviously one that | think the 
US and EU share a general approach to is working 
with other countries to improve the transparency 
of the WTO system. WE both understand the 
critical role that civil society will play in support for 
trade, moving forward and how we have to make 
sure that the trading system is conducive and 
supportive of the democratic values that the 
United States and the EU are both committed to. 
And part of that is a transparency and an 
openness and | was pleased when | talked with 
actually my Mexican counterpart as many of you 
President Fox has set a new course for Mexico on 
this, and so | think there's possibilities to move in 
that area as well, so at least my hope is that if we 
move on a number of fronts, built-in agenda, 
informal working with developing countries, then 
by some time in the summer we should be in a 
much better position to determine what sort of 
final push can make this happen. Just one other 
thought on this that | can't speak for the EU, but | 
suspect there's a similar view, the United States 
and the EU alone can't get this done. We're both 
committed to try to make it happen, Japan will 
play a key role, Canada and others will play a key 
role, developing countries as a whole are 
obviously segmented in different ways, so! guess 
the message that | would see and we spent a lot 
of time talking about the Round in a lot of 
different dimensions, is that we are both 
committed to it, and now others are going to have 
to also move forward so we can make this happen 
this year. 


Q: Two quick follow on questions, then a real 
question. To Ambassador Zoellick, the quick follow 
in from your point of view in the banana talks, are 
both systems of first-come, first-serve and 
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historical allocation on the table in these future 
talks in an effort to resolve them? 


Second, to Commissioner Lamy, in terms of the 
internal EU decision-making process, at what point 
do you envision the need to change the 1999 
mandate? And on China accession, what can the 
US and EU do to move the process further. The EU 
has acted in a broker role, did you discuss the 
ways to continue that broker role to bridge the 
gap or is it all up to China? 


ZOELLICK: On Chinese accession, the United 
States and the EU have worked very closely on 
this issue and | think very effectively over the past 
years, and | know that my predecessors and 
Pascal and his predecessors all had an important 
role in this. Obviously, it's very important to bring 
China into the WTO. We can only do so if China is 
willing to take the steps to come into conformity 
with its bilateral agreements, and we are certainly 
trying to work with them to do so. | have been 
personally engaged on the agriculture issue, given 
its importance along with Secretary Veneman, and 
we have made some suggestions to our Chinese 
counterparts to see whether they are indeed 
willing to move forward. | hear different things 
from Beijing, and in a way this is our serious effort 
to see whether they are serious. That's not the 
only issue, obviously, we have a whole host of 
services issues, where we work very closely with 
the European Union on, and will continue to, but | 
really think that for a new administration we are 
trying to seize this issue and now it will be up to 
the Chinese to see whether they want to reach 
back on it. In terms of the bananas issue, I'll just 
say this | think this is a problem that needs to be 
resolved. It's kicked around long enough. | know 
how difficult it is and | appreciate the spirit in 
which Pascal has approached this because | know 
this has certainly been a frustrating issue on both 
sides of the Atlantic. It has put in the minds of 
many people on the US who have questioned the 
WTO system and the reliability of the dispute 
resolution system, and so at that we and our 
colleagues need to try to get to work in a 
relatively expeditious timeframe to see whether 
we can resolve it, and time will tell. 


LAMY: On your question, the legislation we as an 
executive authority have to implement is the first- 
come, first-serve legislation. It takes time because 
we have implementation regulations which are 
extremely complex, that's the difference between 
free trade and quotas, which are uniquely complex 
and which are in the pipe. The new system must 
come in force on the 1st July. There is a series of 
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non-compressible deadlines starting from J uly and 
coming to now, which in the position we had 
before we discussed this were that our whole 
process of implementation regulations should have 
started beginning of March. We agreed with Franz 
Fischler under our executive authority maneuver 
to have some time ahead of us in order to come to 
a possible deal, whether it is possible or not we 
will see. This we believe is inside our executive 
authority. If we had to either adjust the first- 
come, first-serve system, or reswitch to a country 
[quota] system, then the thing would have to go 
to the Council, no doubt about that and we will do 
it. Of course in due time and this is one of the 
reasons why we don't have much time. 


Q: For Ambassador Zoellick, A WTO arbitration 
report recently gave July 26 deadline for 
complying with some sort of repeal on the 1916 
anti-dumping act. | was wondering if that was 
discussed today and if the US is committed to 
meeting that deadline, and if so what form would 
that take, would it be an administration bill 
repealing the law? 


ZOELLICK: We did discuss that and a whole host 
of other issues as | mentioned. We wanted to deal 
with the Round, deal with some positive bilateral 
possibilities. We also went through the host of 
disputes. This is an issue that you probably know 
also concerns the Commerce Department and we 
exchanged some views on the subject and we will 
still have to figure out what to do. 


Q: Commissioner Lamy, Ambassador Zoellick just 
mentioned transatlantic mergers. There is a Dutch 
company, ASM, that finds itself locked on the Hill 
in a takeover of an American high-tech company 
on the grounds of national security. Did you take 
this matter up or perhaps the wider question of 
protectionism in the guise of security arguments? 


LAMY: The answer to that is yes. This was on our 
checklist, as it should be when we have problems 
which are signaled by important operations on 
both sides. It's a question of implementation of 
the Exxon-Florio regulation, so we've spotted this. 
It's on our list. | will follow it up on my side, and 
Bob will look at this on his side. Basically it's a 
DOD regulation which to my knowledge the 
implementation of which is in the hands of the 
Treasury, so we will look at that. But it has been 
on our list. 


Thank you all for coming. 


Stop the GATS Attack Now! 
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ATTENTION --- Civil Society Activists Around the 
World! 


Although the Battle of Seattle was successful in 
preventing a new comprehensive round of global 
trade talks from going ahead, this did not mean 
there would not be trade negotiations at the WTO. 
On the contrary, a whole new set of WTO talks on 
global trade in 'services' began in February, 2000, 
with formal negotiations due to begin this spring 
after a crucial stocktaking session is completed at 
the end of March. These so called GATS 
negotiations [General Agreement on Trade in 
Services] could have a dramatic and profound 
effect on a wide range of public services and 
citizens’ rights all over the world. 


Below is a statement, Stop the GATS Attack Now!, 
which has been prepared by an_ international 
network of civil society organizations working on 
WTO issues. As with previous initiatives like No 
New Round! and Shrink or Sink!, we hope this 
statement will help to launch and link together a 
series of country-based campaigns on the GATS 
negotiations all over the world. 


We would greatly appreciate it if your organization 
would consider signing-on to this statement as 
soon as possible. The procedures for doing so are 
outlined below. It is our intention to collect sign- 
ons from civil society organizations in as many 
countries as possible before formally launching the 
statement in mid-March prior to the GATS 
stocktaking meetings in Geneva later that month. 
So, please let us know soon if your organization 
can sign-on! 


Instructions on how your organization can sign the 
letter: (This is an organizational sign-on letter 
only. We will not be adding individuals to it) 


1) Send an e-mail to polarisinstitute@on.aibn.com 
2) In the subject line type in "GATS Attack 
signatory" 

3) In the body of the e-mail list the organization & 
country (contact information such as address, 
phone & fax is also appreciated) that you are 
signing on. Those who wish should mention how 
many people the organization represents. 





Stop the GATS Attack Now! 


As civil society groups fighting for democracy 
through fair trade and investment rules, we reject 
the outright dismissal by the World Trade 
Organization [WTO], some of its member 
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governments and allied corporations of the vital 
concerns raised by civil society before, during and 
after Seattle. The smoke and pepper spray had 
barely lifted from the streets of Seattle when the 
WTO launched new negotiations to expand global 
rules on cross border trade in services in a 
manner that would create vast new rights and 
access for multinational service providers and 
newly constrain government action taken in the 
public interest world wide. These talks would 
radically restructure the role of government 
regarding public access to essential social services 
world wide to the detriment of the public interest 
and democracy itself. 


Initiated in February 2000, these far-reaching 
negotiations are aimed at expanding the WTO's 
General Agreement on Trade in Services [GATS] 
regime so as_to- subordinate democratic 
governance in countries throughout the world to 
global trade rules established and enforced by the 
WTO as the supreme body of global economic 
governance. What's more, these GATS 2000 
negotiations are taking place behind closed doors 
based on collusion with global corporations and 
their extensive lobbying machinery. 


The existing GATS regime of the WTO, initially 
established in 1994, is already comprehensive and 
far reaching. The current rules seek to phase out 
gradually all governmental "barriers" to 
international trade and commercial competition in 
the services sector. The GATS covers every 
service imaginable - including public services -in 
sectors that affect the environment, culture, 
natural resources, drinking water, health care, 
education, social security, transportation services, 
postal delivery and a variety of municipal services. 
Its constraints apply to virtually all government 
measures affecting trade-in-services, from labor 
laws to consumer _ protection, including 
regulations, guidelines, subsidies and grants, 
licensing standards and_ qualifications, and 
limitations on access to markets, economic needs 
tests and local content provisions. 


Currently, the GATS rules apply to all modes of 
supplying or delivering a service including foreign 
investment, cross-border provisions of a service, 
electronic commerce and_ international travel. 
Moreover, the GATS features a hybrid of both a 
"top-down" agreement [where all sectors and 
measures are covered unless they are explicitly 
excluded] and a "bottom-up" agreement [where 
only sectors and measures which governments 
explicitly commit to are covered]. What this 
means is that presently certain provisions apply to 
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all sectors while others apply only to those specific 
sectors agreed to. 


The new GATS negotiations taking place now in 
the World Trade Organization are designed to 
further facilitate the corporate takeover of public 
services by: 


1) Imposing new and severe constraints on the 
ability of governments to maintain or create 
environmental, health, consumer protection and 
other public interest standards through an 
expansion of GATS Article VI on Domestic 
Regulation. Proposals include a ‘necessity test’ 
whereby governments would bear the burden of 
proof in demonstrating that any of their countries 
laws and regulations are ‘not more burdensome 
than necessary,’ (in other words, the least trade 
restrictive) regardless of financial, social, 
technological or other considerations. 


2) Restricting the use of government funds for 
public works, municipal services and_ social 
programs. By imposing the WTO's National 
Treatment rules on both government procurement 
and subsidies, the new negotiations seek to 
require governments to make_ public funds 
allocated for public services directly available to 
foreign-based, private service corporations. 


3) Forcing governments to grant unlimited Market 
Access to foreign service providers, without regard 
to the environmental and social impacts of the 
quantity or size of service activities. 


4) Accelerating the process of providing corporate 
service providers with guaranteed access to 
domestic markets in all sectors - including 
education, health and water - by permitting them 
to establish their Commercial Presence in another 
country through new WTO rules being designed to 
promote tax-free electronic commerce worldwide. 
This would guarantee transnational corporations 
speedy irreversible market access, especially in 
Third World countries. 


The chief beneficiaries of this new GATS regime 
are a breed of corporate service providers 
determined to expand their global commercial 
reach and to turn public services into private 
markets all over the world. Not only are the 
services industries the fastest growing sector of 
the new global economy, but also health, 
education and water are shaping up to be the 
most lucrative of all "services." Health care is 
considered to be a 3.5 trillion dollar market 
worldwide, while education is targeted as a 2 
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trillion and water a 1 trillion dollar annual market. 
The chief executive officer of U.S. based 
Columbia/HCA, the world's largest for-profit 
hospital corporation, insists that health care is a 
business no. different than the = airline or 
ballbearing industry and vows to destroy every 
public hospital in North America. Investment 
houses like Merrill Lynch predict that public 
education will be globally privatized over the next 
decade, declaring that untold profits can be made 
through the process. Meanwhile, water giants like 
Vivendi and Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux of France 
are working hand-in-glove with the World Bank to 
compel many Third World governments’ to 
privatize their water services. 


Through powerful lobby machines like the U.S. 
Coalition of Service Industries and the European 
Services Forum, these and other transnational 
corporations have effectively set the agenda for 
the GATS 2000 negotiations. 


If achieved, this corporate GATS 2000 agenda will 
amount to a frontal attack on the fundamental 
social rights enshrined in the United Nations 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and its 
accompanying Covenants and Charters. Not only 
will foreign-based, for-profit corporations be able 
to access public dollars to take over hospitals and 
schools, but regulations on health and education 
standards will be undermined by global trade rules 
under the WTO. Chains of foreign-based, for-profit 
corporations would be able to invade the 
childcare, social security and prison systems in all 
WTO member countries. Our parks, wildlife and 
old growth forests could all become contested 
areas as global corporate ‘service’ providers 
compete with one another to exploit their 
resources. Meanwhile, unlimited access to foreign- 
based corporations would have to be given 
regarding municipal contracts for construction, 
sewage, garbage disposal, sanitation, tourism, 
and water services. 


For many Third World countries, this invasion of 
peoples’ basic rights is not new. During the past 
two decades or more, the structural adjustment 
programs of the International Monetary Fund and 
the World Bank have been used to force many 
governments in the South to dismantle their public 
services and allow foreign-based healthcare, 
education and water corporations to provide 
services on a for-profit basis. Under the proposed 
GATS rules, developing countries will experience a 
further dismantling of local service providers, 
restrictions on the build up of domestic service 
providers, and the creation of new monopolies 
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dominated by corporate service providers based in 
the North. By dramatically increasing market 
control by foreign service corporations and by 
threatening the future of public services, the GATS 
2000 agenda would trigger a global assault on the 
commons and democracy both in the North and 
the South. Moreover, the binding enforcement 
mechanisms of the WTO will ensure that this 
agenda is not only implemented, but rendered 
irreversible. The time has come to 'Stop the GATS 
Attack!" 


We, therefore, call upon our governments to 
immediately invoke a moratorium on the GATS 
2000 negotiations and devote the remaining two 
years of the scheduled talks to carrying out the 
following tasks: 


[a] conduct a full and complete assessment of the 
impacts of the current GATS regime and the 
implications of the proposed GATS 2000 rules on 
domestic social, environmental and economic 
laws, policies and programs with citizens' groups 
in all member countries 


[b] reaffirm the role and_ responsibility of 
governments to provide public services ensuring 
the basic rights and needs of their citizens in the 
new global economy based on the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights and related U.N. 
Covenants and Charters; 


[c] declaw the existing GATS regime by removing 
components like Article VI and the Working Party 
on Domestic Regulation that give foreign 
governments and transnational corporations the 
power to ratchet down public interest laws, 
policies, and programs such as quality standards 
for health care and _ safety standards for 
transportation; 


[d] guarantee the right of governments to require 
ironclad safeguards for public services [e.g. 
healthcare, education, social security, culture, 
environment, transportation, housing, energy, and 
water] that may be threatened by global trade 
and investment rules; 


[e] provide concrete incentives and resources, 
especially for governments in the South, to fulfill 
their universal obligations (see 'b' above) by 
further developing and strengthening the provision 
of public services based on peoples' needs rather 
than on ability to pay 


[f] develop mechanisms for effective participation 
by citizen organizations in both the formulation of 


4 


attac 


their government positions and in the negotiation 
of any global trade and investment rules in the 
future regarding cross border services; 


[g] secure the rights and responsibilities of 
governments to enact and carry out laws and 
regulations protecting the environment and 
natural resources, health and safety, poverty 
reduction, and social well-being. rules on domestic 
social, environmental and economic laws, policies 
and programs with citizens’ groups in all member 
countries; 
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Finally, we call on our governments to end all IMF, 
World Bank and Multilateral Development Bank 
pressure on developing countries to privatize 
public services, especially in the area of education, 
health and water. 


Signatories and other information: 
http: //www.tradewatch.org/gattwto/gatthome.ht 
ml 





